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Abstract 
The use of Web 2.0 applications in education has a significant effect on and is gaining momentum among the educational 
fields especially in teaching and learning collaboratively. A paradigm shift from traditional learning style to technology 
innovations has opened up more opportunities for educators to practise accordingly. A small preliminary study was 
administered to examine teachers’ perceptions and readiness towards the utility of teaching and learning in a 2.0 environment 
as many previous studies had agreed that teachers’ perceptions and readiness are significant indicators in managing the 
technologies concerned. The data collected was analysed using Winsteps 3.71.0.1 which applied the Rasch Model based on 
Item Response Theory Models. The instrument reliability was measured by analysing item reliability index while the 
construct validity was examined by analysing the point-measure correlation index based on the three constructs respectively. 
The preliminary results of the study showed that the item reliability of three constructs were 0.96 and 0.98. Construct validity 
analysis revealed that the overall items in the constructs were correlated positively to measure the underlying construct. Thus, 
this instrument displayed significant reliability and construct validity in portraying the teachers’ positive perceptions and 
readiness in using Web 2.0 applications in their secondary education teaching. Consequently, the findings provide useful 
information which enables teachers to better understand the Web 2.0 technologies and integrate them into Malaysian 
education and at the same time benefit the learners. 
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1. Introduction 
The classrooms of net generations with massive growth in the use of websites on social activities, 
present several new challenges to people in the field of education. Thus, to cater to the challenges, it is a novel 
task to consider integrating the multimodal activities in teaching and learning to support and supply classroom 
instruction and finally benefit the learners as well. Web services, namely wikis, blogs, discussion boards and 
social networking websites illustrate the current trend of diverse teaching styles that use the integration of 
collaborative exploration and information of academic environments. For that matter, it is necessary for the 
teachers to understand and adapt their teaching styles to fulfil the demand of the net-generations (Levin et al. 
2002; Salaway et al. 2008). These net-generations, or hereafter called Digital Natives, are reported to grow up 
surrounded by new digital technologies which are integral parts of their lives. According to Prensky (2001), they 
have spent their entire lives living in the digital era that include computer games, E-mail, the Internet, texting, 
instant messages, and computer or digital music players. 
 
Today’s learners are no longer like those in our old educational system when it was first designed and 
taught. They have changed radically. In order to have access to the learners who are Digital Natives, new 
methodologies need to be created for the teaching and learning environment (Prensky 2007).  Hence, as a 
preliminary step towards managing the Web 2.0 technologies in classroom education, it is suggested that we 
should have information about teachers’ perceptions and readiness on the matter. Teachers’ perceptions may 
portray the early readiness towards teaching in a Web 2.0 learning environment. To measure that, researchers 
need to construct items which aim to investigate a person’s behaviour. It is also equally important to be aware of 
the crucial task of constructing high-quality items (Wright & Stone, 1979). To address the task, Rasch 
measurement analysis provides general guidelines in assisting a researcher to measure the reliability and validity 
of the items developed. In relation to that, Bond & Fox (2001) proposed that an instrument with high item 
reliability index indicates the replicability of the item placements along the pathway if ever the items were to be 
given to other respondents with comparable levels of ability. 
2. Related Work 
2.1  Digital natives versus digital immigrants in Web 2.0 education 
 
Prensky (2001) mentioned that learners of today’s generation are labelled as Digital Natives, N-gen (Net 
generation) or even D-gen (Digital generation). Apart from that, they are also being marked as “native speakers” 
of the digital language of computers, video games and the Internet since they were born into the digital world and 
the technologies are a part of their lives. On the contrary, those who were not born during this era, but have 
somehow adopted these technologies, are not the native speakers to this entire new language. They are instead 
known as Digital Immigrants. As a result of this new knowledge, the Digital Natives said to have undergone a 
physiologically different degree of brain development. Those areas of the brain that are exposed to repeated 
virtual experiences show an increased development while the rest of the brain does not. For instance, the thinking 
skills of subjects enhanced by repeated virtual digital multimodal representations namely computer games, result 
in the subjects responding faster to expected and unexpected stimuli.  
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2.2 What is Web 2.0 - based teaching and tearning? 
 
Wood (2010) states  that there are four assumptions in designing contemporary pedagogy that is embedded 
with the constructivist theory in classroom practices; (1) Multi–construction of learning process/ perspectives, (2) 
Contextual learning that suits to learner’s needs (3) Mediated learning tools (technology) and semiotic tools 
(signs), and (4) Social-dialogical activity of learning. These assumptions are also said to suit the Digital Natives’ 
philosophy of learning whereby they search authentic meaning through exploration and discussion (Prensky 
2007).  
 
2.3 Socio-cultural approach 
 
Vygotsky’s educational theory suggest that “meaning making” can be developed through socio-cultural and 
constructed practices of teaching and learning in authentic environments (Vygotsky 1978; Wells 1999; Wenger 
1998). Specifically, this theory provides the basic foundation for the socio-cultural setting of teaching and 
learning development. Thus, Gredler (cited in Wood 2010) states that learner characteristics, cognitive processes 
and contextual learning should all be viewed from the socio-cultural perspective. 
 
2.4 Conceptual framework 
 
The current research focuses on four aspects of the study which are: (i) Web 2.0 technology comprising wikis, 
blogs, social networking sites, commenting and rating; (ii) Teacher social skills; (iii) Teacher context-awareness; 
(iv) Teacher cognition. The integration of four learning theories and methods can be seen in Figure 1, which are: 
Vygotsky Learning Theory (to study Web 2.0 applications for teaching in classroom education), Collaborative 
Learning (to discover teacher social skills), Item Response Theory (to investigate the teacher context-awareness 
of the items used in the questionnaire) and Multimodal Learning Theory (to study teacher cognition of 
information and communication technology (ICT)). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig 1: Conceptual framework 
3. Methodology 
The objective of this preliminary study is to investigate the reliability and validity of the items of the instrument 
which aim to assess the teacher’s perceptions and readiness in using Web 2.0 technologies based on three main 
constructs. The three constructs are: (i) Perceptions and readiness of the respondents towards Web 2.0 
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technologies; (ii) Multimodal learning skills- ICT skills; and (iii) Learning style- respondents’ social skills. The 
investigations are on: (i) the item reliability; (ii) the person reliability; (iii) the person separation; and (iv) the 
construct validity of the instrument. In order to fulfil the objective,   Rasch Measurement Model was employed 
with the application of WINSTEPS to test the reliability and validity of the instrument. 
 
This preliminary study deployed a quantitative approach in the process of collecting the data. A total of 150 
teachers were selected from various schools in Cyberjaya, Malaysia and they responded to a set of adapted five- 
point Likert scale questionnaire (Wheeler, 2010). According to Bond and Fox (2001), this sample size is ample 
and adequate in Rasch measurement model in providing 95% confidence level on the analysis of data for the 
study conducted. The questionnaire consisted of 58 items on a 5-point Likert scale. There were two sections in 
the questionnaire: Section A is for demographic profile of respondents and Section B is for the constructs 
surveyed. Section B was designed based on three constructs which are: (i) Multimodal learning skills; ICT skills 
(45 items), (ii) Learning style; respondents’ social skills (8 items), and (iii) Context-awareness; perceptions and 
readiness of the respondents towards Web 2.0 technologies (5 items). These constructs were analysed using 
WINSTEPS for Rasch Measurement Model based on Item Response Theory (IRT) Models.   
4. Findings 
The analysis of the data was done separately according to the different sections: the demographic and the 
perceptions sections.  The data was analyzed using Winsteps 3.71.0.1 in order to measure the reliability and 
validity of the instrument. Rasch analysis provides item reliability, person reliability, person separation index and 
construct validity (Point Measured Correlation) as shown in the tables 1 to 9. 
 
4.1 Reliability of constructs 
 
4.1.1 The item reliability index 
 
The item reliability index of three constructs ranges between 0 and 1. As highlighted in Table 1, the item 
reliability of ICT is 0.98, Learning Style 0.96 and Perceptions 0.98.  According to Fox and Jones (1998), an item 
reliability of 0.8 and above is strongly acceptable.   
 
Table 1: Reliability of Items according to Constructs 
 
Construct C No of Item Item Reliability Value 
ICT 46 0.98 
Learning Style 5 0.96 
Perceptions 7 0.98 
 
 
 
Table 2: Item Reliability- ICT 
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Table 3: Item Reliability-LEARNING STYLE 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 
|          TOTAL                         MODEL         INFIT        OUTFIT    | 
|          SCORE     COUNT     MEASURE   ERROR      MNSQ   ZSTD   MNSQ   ZSTD | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| MEAN     471.2     150.0         .00     .16       .95    -.1    .92    -.1 | 
| S.D.      26.2        .0         .79     .02       .17    1.2    .25    1.4 | 
| MAX.     509.0     150.0         .75     .19      1.14    1.4   1.32    2.2 | 
| MIN.     434.0     150.0       -1.02     .14       .69   -1.6    .63   -1.4 | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| REAL RMSE    .17 TRUE SD     .78  SEPARATION  4.64  ITEM   RELIABILITY  .96 | 
|MODEL RMSE    .16 TRUE SD     .78  SEPARATION  4.78  ITEM   RELIABILITY  .96 | 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
Table 4: Item Reliability- PERCEPTIONS 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
|          TOTAL                         MODEL         INFIT        OUTFIT    | 
|          SCORE     COUNT     MEASURE   ERROR      MNSQ   ZSTD   MNSQ   ZSTD | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| MEAN     505.3     150.0         .00     .10       .84   -2.0   1.13   -1.4 | 
| S.D.      35.2        .0         .78     .03       .83    5.1    .96    5.1 | 
| MAX.     560.0     150.0        1.23     .14      2.84    9.9   3.11    9.9 | 
| MIN.     464.0     150.0        -.96     .03       .18   -6.4    .43   -5.3 | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| REAL RMSE    .12 TRUE SD     .78  SEPARATION  6.59  ITEM   RELIABILITY  .98 | 
|MODEL RMSE    .10 TRUE SD     .78  SEPARATION  7.51  ITEM   RELIABILITY  .98 | 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
Based on the analysis for the item reliability for Perceptions, the value was found to be 0.98 and this can be seen 
in Table 4. Thus this shows that the items used to measure teacher’s perceptions are highly acceptable.   
 
4.1.2 The person reliability index 
 
As highlighted in Table 5, the person reliability index of the three constructs measured ranges from 0.74 to 0.96. 
The person reliability interpretation is equivalent with Alpha Cronbach or KR20 (Wright & Master, 1982). 
 
Table 5: Reliability of Person according to Constructs 
 
Construct C No of Person Person Reliability Value Person Separation  Value 
ICT 150 0.96 4.93 
Learning Style 150 0.85 2.37 
Perceptions 150 0.74 1.68 
 
Table 6: Person Reliability -  ICT 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
|          TOTAL                         MODEL         INFIT        OUTFIT    | 
|          SCORE     COUNT     MEASURE   ERROR      MNSQ   ZSTD   MNSQ   ZSTD | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| MEAN     147.9      45.9         .15     .16      1.09    -.1   1.77     .6 | 
| S.D.      35.5        .3         .98     .03       .95    1.8   2.64    3.2 | 
| MAX.     204.0      46.0        1.76     .30      9.90    5.1   9.90    9.9 | 
| MIN.      57.0      45.0       -2.62     .08       .28   -3.0    .48   -2.4 | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| REAL RMSE    .20 TRUE SD     .96  SEPARATION  4.93  PERSON RELIABILITY  .96 | 
|MODEL RMSE    .17 TRUE SD     .97  SEPARATION  5.84  PERSON RELIABILITY  .97 | 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Table 6 displays the person reliability of ICT is 0.96. This value displays a high reliability of respondents 
(Linacre, 2006). In relation, reliability value of 0.96 is considered high because it is approaching 1.0 (Wright & 
Masters, 1982). 
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Table 7: Person Reliability -  LEARNING STYLE 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
|          TOTAL                         MODEL         INFIT        OUTFIT    | 
|          SCORE     COUNT     MEASURE   ERROR      MNSQ   ZSTD   MNSQ   ZSTD | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| MEAN      15.7       5.0        -.53     .96                                | 
| S.D.       4.0        .0        2.86     .33                                | 
| MAX.      22.0       5.0        5.88    2.00                                | 
| MIN.       7.0       5.0       -7.70     .58       .10   -1.8    .07   -1.8 | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| REAL RMSE   1.11 TRUE SD    2.63  SEPARATION  2.37  PERSON RELIABILITY  .85 | 
|MODEL RMSE   1.02 TRUE SD    2.67  SEPARATION  2.62  PERSON RELIABILITY  .87 | 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Table 7 displays that the person reliability of Learning Style is 0.85. Again, this person reliability interpretation is 
equivalent with Alpha Cronbach or KR20 (Wright & Master 1982). Though the reliability index is 0.85, it is still 
acceptable (Pallant, 2001; Sekaran, 2003). 
 
 
Table 8:Person Reliability -  PERCEPTIONS 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
|          TOTAL                         MODEL         INFIT        OUTFIT    | 
|          SCORE     COUNT     MEASURE   ERROR      MNSQ   ZSTD   MNSQ   ZSTD | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| MEAN      23.6       7.0        -.10     .43       .78    -.4   1.13     .0 | 
| S.D.       7.8        .0         .96     .12       .59    1.2    .83    1.2 | 
| MAX.      63.0       7.0        1.40     .54      2.37    1.9   3.21    1.9 | 
| MIN.      14.0       7.0       -2.02     .08       .06   -2.9    .14   -2.3 | 
|-----------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
| REAL RMSE    .49 TRUE SD     .83  SEPARATION  1.68  PERSON RELIABILITY  .74 | 
|MODEL RMSE    .44 TRUE SD     .85  SEPARATION  1.92  PERSON RELIABILITY  .79 | 
 
 
Table 8 shows that the person reliability of Perception is 0.74. According to Pallant (2001) and Sekaran (2003), 
person reliability index of 0.74 and 0.78 are still acceptable values. Thus, the person reliability of this study is 
considered high and it is acceptable. In order to illustrate the consistency level of person arrangement on the logit 
scale, these respondents are predicted to answer a different set of items but still measure the same construct 
(Wright & Masters, 1982).   
 
4.1.3 The person separation index 
 
In Table 5, the person separation index value of 4.93 for ICT means there are five levels of respondent ability 
identified in this construct. Whereas in Learning Style the person separation index shows a value of 2.37 which 
indicates there are two levels of respondent ability. Meanwhile, for the third construct, the person separation 
index value is 1.68, which indicates that the respondents can be statistically differentiated into two levels of 
perceptions. 
 
4.2 Validity of constructs 
 
In order to attain the validity of the constructs found in the instrument, Point Measured Correlation (PTMEA 
Corr) value in every item was examined. This situation is illustrated in tables 9 to 11. Table 9 shows PTMEA 
Corr for ICT. From the findings, it was found that, a positive PTMEA Corr value is displayed in every item 
examined, except for item number 10 and 26 which are negatively correlated. 
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Table 9: PTMEA Corr: ICT INPUT: 150 PERSON  46 ITEM  MEASURED: 150 PERSON  46 ITEM 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
|ENTRY   TOTAL  TOTAL           MODEL|   INFIT  |  OUTFIT  |PT-MEASURE |EXACT MATCH|        |          | 
|NUMBER  SCORE  COUNT  MEASURE  S.E. |MNSQ  ZSTD|MNSQ  ZSTD|CORR.  EXP.| OBS%  EXP%|DISPLACE| ITEM   G | 
|------------------------------------+----------+----------+-----------+-----------+--------+----------| 
|    25    197    150    1.77     .12|1.78   3.5|1.78   1.1|  .19   .41| 72.7  81.2|     .00| ICTI25 0 | 
|    24    272    150    1.68     .09|2.04   6.7|2.12   1.7|  .25   .55| 49.3  56.8|     .00| ICTI24 0 | 
|    34    558    150    1.61     .03| .97    .2|1.00    .0|  .38   .36| 25.3  38.9|     .02| ICTI34 0 | 
|    11    329    150    1.28     .12|1.52   4.5|1.88   6.3|  .21   .54| 60.0  52.9|     .00| ICTI11 0 | 
|     8    352    150    1.23     .10| .59  -4.5| .56  -4.4|  .78   .59| 60.0  44.6|     .00| ICTI8  0 | 
|     5    361    150    1.18     .09|1.25   2.2|1.04    .3|  .53   .60| 56.7  44.3|     .00| ICTI5  0 | 
|    26    272    150    1.13     .08|3.55   9.9|9.90   9.9| -.47   .56| 48.7  59.9|     .00| ICTI26 0 | 
|    13    382    150    1.13     .09| .91   -.9| .83  -1.4|  .66   .62| 46.0  41.8|     .00| ICTI13 0 | 
|     7    379    150    1.12     .09| .60  -4.5| .59  -4.0|  .78   .61| 46.0  42.8|     .00| ICTI7  0 | 
|     4    395    150     .59     .09|1.85   6.4|2.73   9.9|  .22   .62| 31.3  42.3|     .00| ICTI4  0 | 
|     6    354    150     .38     .09| .75  -2.7|1.09    .7|  .68   .60| 50.0  41.7|     .00| ICTI6  0 | 
|    10    351    136     .31     .07|3.45   9.9|9.90   9.9| -.42   .59| 25.0  30.9|     .00| ICTI10 0 | 
|    12    373    150     .26     .10| .83  -1.8| .76  -2.1|  .70   .60| 53.3  43.7|     .00| ICTI12 0 | 
|    45    437    150     .20     .10| .41  -5.8| .37  -6.1|  .90   .62| 62.7  59.4|     .00| ICTI45 0 | 
|     9    382    148     .20     .10| .61  -4.3| .62  -3.0|  .78   .62| 50.7  43.8|     .00| ICTI9  0 | 
|    46    465    150     .12     .10| .46  -5.8| .47  -5.6|  .89   .65| 47.3  47.4|     .00| ICTI46 0 | 
|    33    456    150     .11     .10| .68  -2.9| .67  -2.9|  .78   .64| 47.3  51.9|     .00| ICTI33 0 | 
|    44    472    150     .10     .10| .66  -3.3| .68  -3.1|  .79   .65| 25.3  45.5|     .00| ICTI44 0 | 
|    30    471    150     .10     .07| .40  -7.3| .39  -5.2|  .85   .68| 51.3  38.0|     .00| ICTI30 0 | 
|     3    487    150    -.06     .09|1.96   7.0|2.41   9.1|  .26   .66| 32.0  40.1|     .00| ICTI3  0 | 
|    36    499    150    -.18     .08| .86  -1.3| .79  -1.8|  .75   .67| 38.0  36.8|     .00| ICTI36 0 | 
|    29    505    150    -.23     .10| .38  -6.6| .37  -6.6|  .92   .68| 75.3  49.0|     .00| ICTI29 0 | 
|    37    516    150    -.25     .09| .74  -2.6| .67  -3.1|  .80   .68| 42.7  40.1|     .00| ICTI37 0 | 
|    19    501    149    -.26     .09| .42  -6.9| .43  -6.5|  .89   .67| 59.1  39.7|     .00| ICTI19 0 | 
|    41    582    150    -.28     .10| .99    .0| .86  -1.0|  .64   .63| 54.7  44.9|     .00| ICTI41 0 | 
    21    525    150    -.29     .09| .61  -4.0| .70  -2.6|  .81   .68| 30.7  39.7|     .00| ICTI21 0 | 
|    28    525    150    -.29     .10| .61  -3.6| .66  -3.1|  .83   .69| 52.7  45.5|     .00| ICTI28 0 | 
|    43    521    150    -.31     .09| .84  -1.5| .79  -1.9|  .73   .67| 49.3  40.7|     .00| ICTI43 0 | 
|    15    523    150    -.33     .08| .56  -4.9| .52  -4.6|  .85   .68| 43.3  37.5|     .00| ICTI15 0 | 
|    14    529    150    -.34     .09| .76  -2.2| .86  -1.2|  .75   .68| 34.7  40.1|     .00| ICTI14 0 | 
|    42    524    150    -.34     .09| .82  -1.7| .76  -2.2|  .75   .68| 54.7  42.0|     .00| ICTI42 0 | 
|    35    548    150    -.41     .09| .79  -1.7| .81  -1.4|  .79   .69| 42.0  46.3|     .00| ICTI35 0 | 
|    31    546    150    -.42     .09| .80  -1.8| .75  -2.0|  .79   .69| 29.3  40.5|     .00| ICTI31 0 | 
|    32    548    150    -.42     .09| .81  -1.7| .77  -1.8|  .78   .69| 30.7  41.3|     .00| ICTI32 0 | 
|    22    540    150    -.46     .09| .44  -6.2| .43  -5.8|  .89   .69| 46.0  40.6|     .00| ICTI22 0 | 
|    17    551    150    -.56     .09| .48  -5.7| .45  -5.7|  .89   .69| 43.3  35.0|     .00| ICTI17 0 | 
|    18    572    150    -.61     .11| .39  -5.4| .43  -5.1|  .92   .70| 56.7  50.1|     .00| ICTI18 0 | 
|     2    537    150    -.63     .10|1.83   6.2|1.79   5.9|  .28   .64| 52.0  43.5|     .00| ICTI2  0 | 
|    16    582    150    -.67     .10| .49  -4.2| .53  -3.9|  .89   .70| 52.7  47.4|     .00| ICTI16 0 | 
|    20    587    150    -.72     .10| .64  -2.8| .60  -3.3|  .82   .70| 48.7  46.0|     .00| ICTI20 0 | 
|    23    620    150    -.90     .10| .66  -2.5| .59  -2.5|  .80   .71| 46.7  48.0|     .00| ICTI23 0 | 
|    27    621    150    -.91     .12| .36  -4.0| .47  -3.4|  .88   .72| 78.7  59.5|     .00| ICTI27 0 | 
|    38    631    150   -1.00     .12| .61  -2.1| .73  -1.5|  .78   .71| 56.0  58.8|     .00| ICTI38 0 | 
|    39    630    150   -1.01     .12| .57  -2.3| .74  -1.4|  .77   .71| 52.7  59.5|     .00| ICTI39 0 | 
|    40    558    150   -1.10     .09|1.12   1.2|1.02    .2|  .60   .63| 53.3  39.5|     .00| ICTI40 0 | 
|     1    616    150   -1.51     .11|1.68   5.0|1.68   4.8|  .28   .61| 42.7  50.9|     .00| ICTI1  0 | 
|------------------------------------+----------+----------+-----------+-----------+--------+----------| 
| MEAN   482.2  149.6     .00     .09| .97  -1.2|1.28  -1.1|           | 48.0  45.9|        |          | 
| S.D.   104.2    2.1     .79     .02| .70   4.4|1.92   4.4|           | 12.2   8.7|        |          | 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
Table 10: PTMEA Corr: LEARNING STYLE INPUT: 150 PERSON  5 ITEM  MEASURED: 150 PERSON  5 ITEM   
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
|ENTRY   TOTAL  TOTAL           MODEL|   INFIT  |  OUTFIT  |PT-MEASURE |EXACT MATCH|         | 
|NUMBER  SCORE  COUNT  MEASURE  S.E. |MNSQ  ZSTD|MNSQ  ZSTD|CORR.  EXP.| OBS%  EXP%| ITEM  G | 
|------------------------------------+----------+----------+-----------+-----------+---------| 
|     5    489    150     .75     .19|1.14   1.4|1.08    .6|  .72   .75| 66.4  71.4| LS5   0 | 
|     4    509    150     .72     .18| .89  -1.0| .82  -1.4|  .80   .77| 77.9  69.3| LS4   0 | 
|     3    470    150     .46     .16| .69  -1.6| .63  -1.3|  .83   .80| 78.6  72.9| LS3   0 | 
|     1    454    150    -.90     .14|1.13   1.1|1.32   2.2|  .80   .83| 56.4  60.0| LS1   0 | 
|     2    434    150   -1.02     .14| .90   -.6| .74   -.7|  .80   .79| 71.4  67.1| LS2   0 | 
|------------------------------------+----------+----------+-----------+-----------+---------| 
| MEAN   471.2  150.0     .00     .16| .95   -.1| .92   -.1|           | 70.1  68.2|         | 
| S.D.    26.2     .0     .79     .02| .17   1.2| .25   1.4|           |  8.2   4.5|         | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Table 10 shows the findings for the PTMEA Corr for Learning Style construct. It was found that the PTMEA Corr  
for this construct for every item measured showed positive correlation.  
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Table 11:  PTMEA Corr: PERCEPTION INPUT: 150 PERSON  7 ITEM  MEASURED: 150 PERSON  7 ITEM   
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
|ENTRY   TOTAL  TOTAL           MODEL|   INFIT  |  OUTFIT  |PT-MEASURE |EXACT MATCH|         | 
|NUMBER  SCORE  COUNT  MEASURE  S.E. |MNSQ  ZSTD|MNSQ  ZSTD|CORR.  EXP.| OBS%  EXP%| ITEM  G | 
|------------------------------------+----------+----------+-----------+-----------+---------| 
|     2    560    150    1.23     .03| .18  -1.3|2.04   1.7|  .36   .38| 31.3  36.1| P2    0 | 
|     6    530    150    1.13     .14| .65  -3.6| .55  -3.9|  .73   .48| 76.0  61.7| P7    0 | 
|     1    464    150    -.14     .09| .53  -5.3| .54  -4.9|  .85   .66| 59.3  43.2| P1    0 | 
|     4    477    150    -.25     .10| .53  -4.7| .44  -4.9|  .81   .57| 70.0  54.6| P5    0 | 
|     3    537    150    -.44     .11|2.84   9.9|3.11   9.9| -.33   .60| 30.7  45.9| P4    0 | 
|     7    503    150    -.57     .11| .74  -2.5| .78  -2.1|  .73   .60| 46.7  49.1| P8    0 | 
|     5    466    150    -.96     .11| .41  -6.4| .43  -5.3|  .88   .61| 72.0  49.6| P6    0 | 
|------------------------------------+----------+----------+-----------+-----------+---------| 
| MEAN   505.3  150.0     .00     .10| .84  -2.0|1.13  -1.4|           | 55.1  48.6|         | 
| S.D.    35.2     .0     .78     .03| .83   5.1| .96   5.1|           | 17.7   7.6|         | 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Every item in table 11 shows positive PTMEA Corr for perceptions construct except for item number 3 with -33. 
The Item discrimination indicates the extent to which an item corresponds to the success of the whole instrument. 
Since all items in the instrument are intended to generate positive correlation, any item with negative or zero 
discrimination undermines the task conducted as showed by item numbers 3, 10 and 26. 
 
Nevertheless, the positive correlation showed in 55 items out of 58 items measured do indicate that the 
items are working together to measure a single underlying construct. This shows good construct validity for the 
instrument used in the study conducted. Thus, the 55 items mentioned are acceptable (Bond & Fox, 2001). To 
date, as what was confirmed by Bond and Fox (2001), “…a construct with a set of uni-dimensional items should 
display a positive PTMEA Corr value. Any item which does not show itself to investigate the single construct 
should be rewritten or excluded from the task”.  This is the basic step in measuring the construct validity (Bond 
& Fox, 2001).  
5. Discussions 
From the analysis of the findings, it can be interpreted that the construction of questionnaire items is a vital 
aspect to be taken into consideration. The results from the analysis of the Rasch measurement proved that the 
instrument can be considered to have a desirable quality to be used to investigate the teachers’ perceptions and 
readiness in using the Web 2.0 applications in teaching. The instrument of the study did portray the positive 
perception and readiness of the teachers though three of the items needed to be rewritten in order to satisfy the 
desired objectives of the study.  Most of the respondents agreed to be involved actively and consider themselves 
to have positive perceptions and readiness towards the Internet devices. Since the findings of the reliability and 
validity of the instrument using RASCH measurement show high value, this instrument could be used for a larger 
group of respondents that could measure teachers’ readiness and perceptions towards Web2.0 learning 
environment. These basic steps of using RASCH measurement model should be employed by any researcher 
before they use any instrument found to be related to their areas of study.   
6. Conclusion 
Whether an instrument is created or adapted, the process of measuring the reliability and validity of the 
instrument should be the main focus of any researcher. Since the instrument used in this study was adapted from 
previous studies, it is important for the researcher to first measure these two aspects before it is used for a large 
number of respondents. From the results, it is possible to say that teachers perceived an increase in the awareness 
of Internet resources and devices. In addition, they showed positive perceptions of Web 2.0 technologies in 
teaching. Yet, it was difficult to assert that this activity was more beneficial than others in accomplishing the 
goal. But one should bear in mind that certain collaborative intelligent filtering needs to be taken into 
9 Juhaida Abd Aziz et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  118 ( 2014 )  1 – 9 
 
consideration to ensure that Web technology 2.0 will not do any harm to the users. To conclude, it is hoped that 
the different teaching styles will result in an improved students’ achievement.  
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